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We have, then, a body of 47 plays, 13 of which are non-extant. They cover the period from 1579, the date of the first known play dealing with oriental matter, to 1642, the date of the closing of the theaters. On examination, it will be seen that the 47 plays of this period of 63 years fall, rather roughly, into four groups, separated by intervals of years when no plays of the kind were produced. These chronological groups are as follows: Group II is clearly the main one. In this period of 25 years, containing nowhere intervals of more than 2 years, 32 plays were produced. It is in this period that the interest of the Elizabethans in the presentation of oriental characters, life, history, and customs was strongest. While of no great significance, is not this fact of some interest when taken in connection with the state of English drama in general during this period ? It was, roughly speaking, this same period, from 1586 to 1611, that saw the greatest activity in the I While the exact date of this play is unknown, Schelling includes it in his list of Elizabethan plays.
See Falconer Madan, A Summary Catalogue of Western MSS in the Bodleian Library at Oxford, III, 301, where the words "second half of the eighteenth century" are evidently a misprint for "second half of the sixteenth century."
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Elizabethan drama at large. By far the greater part of the entire body of plays produced during the 85 years from 1558 to 1642 appeared within these 25 years. Not only that, but practically all the vital stages in the development of Elizabethan drama, from its rise under Marlowe and Kyd to its perfection under Shakspere, are here seen. In fact, the very first play on our list of this period, The Spanish Tragedy of Thomas Kyd, may in a sense be taken as the starting-point, not only of the drama dealing with the Orient, but of the whole body of Elizabethan drama, as first fashioned in the school of Kyd, Marlowe, Greene, and Peele. And if such comparatively crude plays as The Spanish Tragedy, Soliman and Perseda, and Tamburlaine mark not only the beginning in oriental plays, but in the drama as a whole, we have fifteen or twenty years later the masterpiece of Othello, in which the central figure is an Oriental, and the dramatic art of which is as far removed from that of the three plays mentioned as is the noble Othello from the despicable Moor of this same author's Titus Andronicus.
When, again, we consider the authors of these oriental plays, we find that a goodly number of the important playwrights of the period were attracted to oriental matter. In this period of twenty-five years we find represented Kyd, Marlowe, Greene, Peele, Shakspere, Dekker, Day, Greville, Heywood, and Webster. Extending our examination to the end of the Elizabethan period, we can add the names of Fletcher, Massinger, Glapthorne, Carlell, and Denham. With the plays of the period distributed thus widely among the important playwrights of the time, we are justified in the assertion that the production of oriental plays was not due to the fancy of any one author or group of authors, but that the interest of the Elizabethans was so considerable as to induce a majority of the main playwrights to write at least one play dealing with oriental matter.
II. ANALYSIS OF PLAYS
We now come to an analysis of the plays themselves. First, we shall consider the types into which these plays fall. The following summary will give the broad types under which they may be classified and the relative frequency of each type. The first thing that strikes us in glancing at this summary is the great predominance of serious plays. The tragedies and conqueror plays in themselves number 28, and if we add 3 of the plays of travel and adventure, Stukeley, The Battle of Alcazar, and A Christian Turned Turk, which are also tragedies in a different form, we have 31 plays out of 47 which are essentially tragic in nature. Of the remaining third, 16 in number, 5 are tragi-comedies and 4 are plays of travel and adventure of a tragi-comic nature. Only 4 out of the whole number merit classification under the lighter head of dramatic romances, comedies, and masques. Even here, the tragi-comic element in The Merchant of Venice, the only extant play of the group, hardly justifies us in separating it from the other tragi-comedies. And while it is probable that the three non-extant plays of this group were really in a somewhat lighter vein than the average tragicomedy, we know too little of them to justify us in concluding that we have here a group which, in any real sense, merits classification under the comic as opposed to the serious type of drama. Of three plays we know nothing of the type, though it is likely that Vayvode was a conqueror play or tragedy similar to Scanderbeg, treating of the long struggle between one of the Vayvodes of Wallachia and the Ottoman Turks.
Two-thirds of all these oriental plays, then, are tragic in nature. And of the remaining 16 plays, at least 9 are tragi-comic. Even accepting the 4 plays of the comic group as really comic in nature, we should have a miserably small representation. It is clear that there was something about the oriental matter dealt with which demanded serious treatment. Perhaps this was to be expected when we consider the probable conception which the Elizabethans had of the Orient as the domain where war, conquest, fratricide, 428 lust, and treachery had freer play than in the lands nearer homea conception more or less justified by the actual facts. On the other hand, it may be due simply to the fact that the Elizabethans, like all other peoples before and since, not only interested themselves to a greater extent in the more serious because the more striking aspects in the affairs of foreigners, but that they actually knew much more about the wars and conquests of the Orientals than about the less serious and more common affairs of these people. Whatever the cause, the fact remains: the Elizabethan plays dealing with oriental matter were predominantly serious in nature. 
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of the very air of Plymouth and the salt sea, and the life of the searover is made strikingly vivid. In all these plays there is rapid shifting of the scenes of action. Perhaps in no other type of play can we see so well the boundless energy and love of excitement that we always associate with the Elizabethans.
2. Sources of plays.-Before dealing with the sources of these particular plays, it may be well to take some notice of the entire body of sources that might have been utilized by the Elizabethan dramatist for the oriental matter of his play. Von Hammer in his Geschichte des osmanischen Reiches gives a " Verzeichniss der in Europa (ausser Constantinopel) erschienenen, osmanische Geschichte betreffenden Werke."I His complete list numbers 3,176 items. If we take only those likely to have been known to the Elizabethansthose printed between 1500 and 1640-we have over 1,600 items. These are mostly histories, but include also ballads, poems, tracts, pamphlets, and stories. The majority are in Latin, but a great number are in German, French, Italian, and Spanish, and some in English. The dramatist, then, had certainly no dearth of material which he could draw upon for the history, customs, and character of the Orientals. In fact, as Herford points out,2 the history of the Turks was a perfectly "safe" subject in every European bookmarket in the sixteenth century. The Ottoman empire was the mightiest in the world, and interest in the doings of the Turks was naturally intense. With these facts in mind, we shall not be inclined to regard a book dealing with the Orient as by any means an oddity and can see that the employment of such books as sources for plays was not only not an unusual thing, but a thing most naturally to be expected.
Following is the list of sources used for oriental matter, arranged chronologically in the order in which they were first employed for particular plays. It will be seen from this list that in the majority of cases histories were the sources employed. Out of 27 instances enumerated showing the employment of some source, 15 point to the use of histories. In 7 cases these histories were in Latin, and they were all used comparatively early. No Latin source has been proved to have been used for a play written since 1606. The English histories, on the other hand, were all employed long after 1606, with the single exception of Fortescue's work, which is itself a translation from the French. Of the Latin histories, Georgievitz, Frigius, and Perondinus were each used twice. Of the English historians, Knolles was used 4 times, Herbert twice, and Fortescue twice. It is surprising to find that Knolles was not oftener used, especially in view of the frequently met assertion on the part of scholars and historians of the drama that Knolles was the common source for plays dealing with oriental matter. Professor Schelling's statement that "the general source for English dramatists dealing with the history of the Ottoman Empire is Knolles's General History of the Turks, 1603"' is certainly inaccurate, in view of the fact that of the dozen or so plays that can properly be construed as dealing with the history of the Ottoman empire, 6 were written before Knolles's history came out, and only 4 of the entire number point unmistakably to this as a source. This completes the list of the positively known sources. Only one inference of any definiteness can be drawn therefrom: that history of some kind was very largely the storehouse for the oriental matter in these plays. And while ballads, stories, and pamphlets were also used to some extent, it is quite probable that if we knew the sources of the remaining 25 plays, we should find them to have been in large measure these same or similar histories, if for no other reason than that many of them are concerned with precisely the same subjects treated in the plays we know to have been thus derived.
Next in importance to
Accuracy of sources: We come now to the question of the reliability of the sources used. For if we are eventually to determine the extent and accuracy of the Elizabethan's knowledge of the Orient as exhibited in these plays, we must know, in addition to the knowledge he acquired otherwise, not only the sources employed, but how closely these sources were followed, and how accurate they were. Some of these sources we know. As to the closeness with which they were followed, little need be said, as it is clear that in the great majority of cases, the dramatist has adhered faithfully to the account of the historian, story-teller, or pamphleteer. Tamburlaine is a good example of this, showing, both in the description of Tamburlaine himself taken from the Latin of Perondinus and in the sequence of events as taken from Fortescue, how closely Marlowe adhered to his sources. In Osmond and Revenge for Honor, to be sure, the dramatist takes liberties with his material. But these plays, unlike Mustapha and Solymannidae, which use the same material, do not pretend to be historical, and the dramatist cannot be called to account for failing to give us the story, when all he intended was to give us a story. With these and other minor exceptions, as in both Goffe's Turkish plays for example, we can credit the Elizabethan dramatist with following with tolerable faithfulness the materials he used.
It is now necessary to determine in how far these sources, thus faithfully followed, present an accurate account of the history or a truthful picture of the customs and character of the oriental peoples. We shall leave out of account the stories and ballads, which from their nature are not amenable to criticism from the standpoint of fact, however much we may ask them to present the essential truth, which as a rule they do. We shall consider, then, the histories, which were used in the majority of cases as sources for these plays.
Needless to say, history was not then written in the scientific spirit. Each historian copied from his predecessor, with or without acknowledgment, and felt no compunction in coloring the narrative to increase its interest, or in mingling legend with fact, with the result that his successor honestly accepted the whole as fact and so transmitted it to his successor with his own embellishments. And while it is true that, especially among the writers nearest the scene of action in time or place, the essential truth of the narrative is rarely lost sight of, it was inevitable that later writers, who were more and more distant from the time and place of the events described, should lose the sense of proportion, elevate legends to the rank of facts, and so give to the whole story the tinge of romantic untruth.
Many examples might be cited in illustration of this phenomenon. But three instances will suffice-the stories of "The Murder of Mustapha," " Mahomet and Hiren the Fair Greek," "Bajazet and the Iron Cage." The first of these stories is the basis of the main plot in three plays: Solymannidae, Mustapha, and Revenge for Honor; while it also enters prominently into two others: Alaham and Osmond. The plain facts about this famous episode, as given by von Hammer,' are these. Prince Mustapha, the eldest son and heir-apparent to the throne of Suleiman the Great, was an extremely accomplished and noble prince, a successful soldier, and the hope of the empire. But Roxolana, Suleiman's Russian favorite in the harem, desired the succession for her own son Selim. With the aid of the Grand Vezir Rustem Pasha, who had married her daughter, Roxolana succeeded in convincing Suleiman that Mustapha was plotting his father's overthrow, relying on his universal popularity among the soldiers and people. Suleiman, pretending to make a campaign against the Persians, marched his army into Asia Minor to the province then governed by Mustapha who innocently went to meet his father at Eregli. Pitching his tent beside Suleiman's, the Prince went to the latter to pay his respects to his father. But on entering he found no one to greet him but the seven dread mutes, who at once During the day a more numerous guard surrounded him, and at night he was put in fetters. From this, and from a false interpretation of the Turkish word kafes, which signifies "cage" and also "latticed room" or "litter," is derived the fable of the iron cage, repeated for so long a time by all the European historians after the Byzantine Phranzes and the Syrian Arab-Schah.1
After passing in review all of the Ottoman historians, who naturally say nothing of an iron cage, he adds:
This accords with the following words of Neschri [one of the oldest Ottoman historians]: "Timur had made a litter in which he (Bajazet) was carried, just as in a kafes between two horses." It is evidently in this wrongly interpreted passage that we must recognize the primitive origin of the whole fable, which, growing with time, has finished by making itself a place in history. Not only does kafes mean, as we have said, a cage, but this word designates even today any latticed apartment of the women and even the dwelling of the Ottoman princes in the seraglio at Constantinople. Kafes is used also of the latticed litters in which the women of the harem are carried on journeys, and it is precisely in a vehicle of this sort that Bajazet was carried between two horses. Later some obscure Ottoman chroniclers, lovers of anecdotes, on the faith of a Syrian poetaster, transformed this litter into an iron cage.2 Such is the origin of the famous story of Bajazet's imprisonment in the iron cage which found place in all European histories, and which may be found illustrated, along with portraits of the sultans, in Lonicero's Chronicum Turcicorum.8 There is, of course, less foundation for the scene where Bajazet and his wife commit suicide by dashing their brains out against the bars of the cage. Bajazet died eight months after the battle in which he was taken prisoner, not by violence, but of a broken heart, unable to endure the ignominy of defeat.4
Thus is exemplified the almost inevitable tendency of legend to be treated as fact, given historians of a not too nice conscience and a taste for the romantic. These are perhaps small matters and do not greatly affect the question of the knowledge of the Elizabethans I , 317-18.
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about the essential truth concerning the Orient. But it does show clearly that if Elizabethan dramatists erred in presenting false pictures of history or life, the blame was not theirs but that of the historians they followed.
3. Scenes of action.-Obviously of much less importance than the question just considered is that of the location of the action of these 47 plays. But it is not without some interest as a sort of visualization of the various peoples and lands that were presented to the Elizabethan audience. Needless to say, it is in many cases impossible definitely to localize the action, because of the shift from one land to another, from land to sea, and from continent to continent. In the following summary, therefore, I have been content to indicate the general locality of the main action of each play. 
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As Turkey was the land represented most often as the scene of action, so the Turks are the people occurring most frequently as characters. In fact, they occur oftener than the Westerners themselves-a fact more striking than appears at first sight; for the term Westerner includes all the Christian nationalities of Europe, whereas the Turk is only one of the half-dozen oriental races which figure in these plays. Clearly the interest in the Turks was stronger than in any other oriental race. The Moors come next and then the eastern Christians-rarely designated by race, but presumably Armenians, Greeks, Bulgarians, and so forth. The Persians, Tartars, Arabs, and Egyptians are much less prominent, owing not only to the less frequent contact of Westerners with these peoples, but also to the fact that they were much less "in the limelight" than their renowned neighbors, the Turks, and their coreligionists, the Moors. The Jews, of course, might occur in any play of most any character whatever.
And now what is the picture given us by the dramatist of these various races? I shall give briefly and with as little taint of prepossessed ideas as possible the impression I have received of each of these various nationalities through the reading of these plays. I shall there point out wherein it seems to me the dramatist's characterization does or does not conform to the probably true characterization.
The Turks are generally represented as valiant, proud-spirited, and cruel. There is almost universal admiration for their valor, and I can think of no instance where they are considered in any marked degree deserving of contempt. The railing of avowed enemies, as that of Tamburlaine against Bajazet and the Turks, cannot of course be considered indicative of the general attitude toward them. Their pride of spirit is continually dwelt upon. Their cruelty is brought out more in their dealings with one another than in those with other peoples. This is shown most often in the introduction of parricide, especially fratricide-in the Mustapha plays, Soliman and Perseda, Selimus, and others. No particular color of face is noted-a fact which shows clearly that the dramatist distinguished sharply enough between the Turks and the Moors, as the color of the latter is almost invariably mentioned in a prominent way.' In the matter of the portrayal of good and bad Turks, the count stands about even. We have such villains as Ithamore in The Jew of Malta and Mulleasses in the play of that name. But we also have the distinctly noble character of Osmond in Carlell's play, the illustrious prince Mustapha in all the plays dealing with this story, and such minor characters as Lucinda in The Knight of Malta. There seems to be no indication of a prejudice against the Turk, and the dramatist has not, therefore, attempted deliberately to paint his worst side. As far as I can judge, he has given us a fairly accurate picture of the Turk of that time. It is true, of course, that the charge of cruelty against the Turk of today would be the grossest of libels, and there is scarcely any mention of that hospitality, patriarchal dignity and simplicity, and frank generosity that impress foreigners today as his most prominent qualities. But not only was the Turk most likely a different man at that time, but these simpler qualities would not be so easily known as his valor, pride, and cruelty. So it is more likely than not that the Elizabethan characterization of the Turk of 1600 was an accurate one.
The Moors are in some ways made similar to the Turks, They are almost always valiant and proud of spirit. But they differ in some ways also. They are more barbarous and distinctly lustful. We have only to think of Eleazar and Abdellah to get a distinct impression of their lustful leanings. But they are intelligent and masterful. And many are represented as exceedingly generous and noble. While Eleazar in Lust's Dominion, Zanche in The White Devil, and Abdellah in The Knight of Malta are shown as villains, yet who can doubt the nobility of Othello, in a less degree that of Joffer in The Fair Maid of the West, and also of Mullisheg in the same play ? The Moors are persistently described as very dark, and almost invariably no distinction seems to be made between the inhabitants of northern Africa and the Negro. Why this confusion was made is a puzzling question, since in other respects they seem to have characterized the Moors with a fair degree of accuracy. No doubt a little too much stress was laid on their lustful inclinations-they were, in a measure, made the scapegoat for the sins of all men, though there was of course more justification for it than in the case of some other oriental races. On the whole, they seem to have been less respected than the Turks, and this was probably a pretty just estimate.
In distinction from the races just mentioned, the Elizabethans seem to have had very hazy ideas about the rest of the oriental nations. The Persians, Tartars, Arabs, and Egyptians might all have been cast in the same mold. Their morals are loose, and their monarchs are apt to be tyrannical. But there is not that definiteness of characterization that we find in the case of the Turks and Moors. Tamburlaine, to be sure, is clearly drawn, but in almost every other case we feel that a complete shift of characters, say from Arabia to Persia, would not have called for a change in characterization. On the score of indistinctness, then, these characters are certainly inaccurate.
The Jew, whom I have not considered as an Oriental, appears in six plays, and in every one he is the villain or one of them. He is either a grasping miser or a treacherous tool, and no sympathy is ever shown for him. Eastern Christians are treated very slightly and figure almost universally as slaves and inferiors.
In brief, the characterization of the Oriental is fairly accurate, considering the fact that the great majority of dramatists very likely never saw one of them. The attitude toward him is usually one of genuine interest and, except in the case of the Moor, rarely shows any avowed prejudice, if allowances be made for the very natural religious antagonism of Christian toward Mohammedan. The confusion of Moor and Negro is of course an error. And we cannot claim a great deal for the dramatist's knowledge of the Orientals other than Turks and Moors. But I think we shall have to give him credit for a much more accurate and dispassionate portrayal of oriental character than we are wont to do.
5. Customs depicted.-We now come to the consideration of the last phase in the analysis of these plays. How closely are the Elizabethan dramatists in touch with the customs of the Orientals, and how accurate are they in depicting them ? That their knowledge of oriental life was much greater than we usually give them credit for is quite evident. In almost everything that concerns the Mohammedan religion, the observance of its religious forms and the tenets of its followers, they display considerable knowledge. This is not remarkable when we consider the avidity with which Europeans seized upon all books relating to the religion and customs of the Turks and other Orientals and the great mass of such books that we have seen were at their command. And whatever may be said of the inaccuracy of the histories of the Orient, this charge can hardly be applied to the books describing oriental customs generally and religious customs in particular. For they were more often written by men who had seen what they described and dealt with contemporary matters and not with affairs of two hundred years past. 
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fundamental attitude toward life, or at least a disregard for this attitude, the Elizabethan dramatist and, therefore, the Elizabethan people must be charged with a limited conception of at least one important phase of oriental life.
III. CONCLUSION
We are now ready to attempt an answer to the question, "How extensive and how accurate was the knowledge of the Elizabethans regarding the Orient ?" We shall first glance very briefly at the political situation; and then, bringing together the conclusions reached in the study of the nature and extent of our corpus of plays as a whole, and the various aspects of the analysis we have undertaken, we shall endeavor to focus the light from these various sources on this final question.
If there ever was a time in the world's history when the eyes of Europe should have been turned to the Orient, the sixteenth century was that time. And if there ever was a period in which interest in the East was not merely one of curiosity or novelty, but an active interest made necessary by the conditions of the time, it was the Elizabethan period. In the year 1600 the Ottoman empire was by far the most powerful in the world. Its territories extended from the Persian Gulf on the southeast to within a few miles of Vienna on the northwest; from the Atlas Mountains of Africa on the southwest to the Caucasus on the northeast. Twenty different races inhabited this empire. Its armies had for two hundred years been the best in existence, and, although some improvement had taken place in the armies of western Europe during the sixteenth century, "the Ottoman troops were still far superior to them in discipline and in general equipment."• Under Suleiman the Magnificent, whose splendid reign of forty-six years had closed in 1566, the empire had been thoroughly consolidated, it enjoyed prosperity at home and universal prestige abroad.
We have seen what a flood of books poured over Europe in the sixteenth century, telling of the rise of the Ottoman empire, relating in detail the exploits of the sultans, describing minutely the customs and religion of these powerful people. The Elizabethans, like all the rest of Europe, were eager readers of these books. But it was not alone through books or mere hearsay that they acquired an interest in the Orient. The contact was much more real. In the first place, we saw from the mere list of plays and the variety of subjects treated that the interest in the Orient was considerable. We then saw from the study of the types represented that the interest inclined to plays of a more serious nature-mostly tragedies and conqueror plays. From a survey of the sources we saw that in the majority of cases history was the material used, and that while this history was by no means always accurate as to details it reproduced the essential spirit of the Orient with a fair degree of truth and was in general faithfully followed by the authors of these plays. We saw further that these plays dealt with almost every land bordering the Mediterranean, but principally with Turkey. The nationalities represented included also practically all the races of the Orient. The Turks appeared most frequently, then the Moors; and while in certain cases striking inaccuracies were noticed, and while the delineation of the other oriental races was made with much less distinctness and understanding, yet on the whole the portrayal of the Oriental was fairly true to life. We saw, also, that in the depiction of customs the Elizabethan dramatist was, in general, possessed of sufficient knowledge and sympathy to present to his audience a fairly detailed and correctly colored picture of oriental ways of life. In the important matter of suicide, however, we were compelled to charge him with either lack of knowledge or disregard of it.
Keeping in mind, then, the considerable interest in the Orient that certainly did exist, and which is evidenced by the great number and variety of books about the Orient, by the number and variety of these plays themselves, and by the political situation of the time, we should expect a considerable and fairly accurate knowledge of the objects of this interest. And this, it seems to me, is what we find revealed in these plays. We have found some historical inaccuracies, a lack of any very distinct conception of race characteristics other than those of the Turks and Moors, and a rather serious misconception of a fundamental rule of life. Yet, if we consider the pitifully meager knowledge possessed by the average American regarding the history, character, and customs of the Oriental, aided as he is by the book of travel, the newspaper, the telegraph, and the touringsteamer, we shall feel that he has made little use of his advantages. And I have little hesitation in recording my belief that, speaking not only comparatively but absolutely, the average Elizabethan had as wide and as accurate a knowledge of the Orient as has the average American of the present day.
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